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Dear Sirs: 

On page 3, the first partial paragraph of the Notice of Allowability, the Examiner 
discusses the "orientation means" that permits the interchangeable inserts to be received 
in the insert-receiving space in the base in only one orientation, the feature of the 
invention that guarantees proper alignment between the vessels in each of the 
interchangeable inserts and the dispensers in the automated liquid handler. 

At the end of that paragraph, the Examiner says that the orientation means is 
claimed generally in claim 86. That is correct. 

In the next paragraph, the Examiner discusses claim 121 which defines the 
orientation means as being the rounded comers of the inserts that have different radii. 
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However, in the second fixll paragraph on page 3, the Examiner discusses claim 
123. In that regard, it is stated that in claim 123, the orientation structure has been 
defined by the applicant as the inclined sidewall of the insert. That is not correct. 


During the prosecution this application, Applicants' have asserted, and supported 
the assertion with Mr. Reudiger's declaration, that the inclination of the insert sidewall 
achieves a tight fit between insert sidewall and the walls of the base that define the insert- 
receiving space, in order to provide maximum heat transfer between those surfaces, and 
still permit easy removal of the insert fi-om the base. 

Although it is true that the sidewall inclination does prevent the insert fi-om being 
received in the base upside down, and in that sense does have something to do with 
orientation, as a practical matter, no one would put the insert in the base upside down 
because the reaction vessels in the insert and/or their contents, would fall out. 

Accordingly, the insert sidewall inclination recited in claim 123 is not really a 
different embodiment of the orientation structure as the Examiner suggests but is actually 
an entirely different feature of the invention, which is in itself patentable over the prior 
art. 
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